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•	 The	 causes	 of	 child	 poverty	 are	 often	 confused	 with	 its	 consequences.	 Child	 poverty	 is	 not	 caused	 by	
individual	behaviours	but	by	a	complex	blend	of	structural	issues	relating	to	macro-economic	and	political	
factors	governing	the	labour	market,	employment	and	social	security.	Social	factors	make	particular	groups	
especially vulnerable to poverty, e.g. children, lone parents, disabled people and BME groups. 
•	 Key	strategies	that	can	be	effective	in	reducing	poverty	include:
o	 Income	maximisation.	The	CPP	can	increase	uptake	of	benefit	entitlements;	provide	accessible	money	




they feel comfortable accessing available supports.
o	 Childcare.	The	CPP	can	take	steps	to	improve	current	provision	by	assessing	whether	there	is	sufficient	
childcare	available	for	working	parents;	exploring	funding	models	that	use	a	sliding	scale;	and	supporting	
voluntary, community or parent-led providers of childcare, and ensuring provision is of high quality.
o Support for lone parents. The CPP can take account of the needs of lone parents across council services 
of	work,	support,	childcare	and	education.	
•	 Wider	 factors	 including	 health,	 disability,	 housing,	 transport	 and	 area	 regeneration	 are	 important	 in	
impacting	families	in	poverty	but	too	broad	to	be	included	in	this	review.	
2. Introduction
2.1 About this report





These three issues are explored for families through pregnancy, in the child’s early years and in the primary school 
years,	under	the	themes:	income	maximisation,	education	and	childcare.	A	fourth	theme,	lone	parenthood,	will	
be	explored	as	a	stand-alone	cross-cutting	theme.	There	are	other	critical	areas	of	work	that	are	within	the	
remit of the local authority and the CPP, which are not addressed in this review but strongly contribute to the 
incidence,	prevalence	and	experience	of	child	poverty;	namely	health,	disability,	housing,	transport	and	area	
regeneration.	
Bearing in mind the considerable resources, people and skills at the disposal of South Ayrshire’s local authority 
and	CPP,	this	report	sets	out	practicable	steps	to	mitigate	and	prevent	child	poverty	locally.	The	review	brings	
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together evidence from the academic and grey literatures1	 since	2010.	The	appendix	at	 section	8	gives	 full	
details	on	the	methodology	for	the	evidence	used.	The	main	body	of	the	report	at	section	5	and	6	presents	
the	findings	from	each	of	the	themes,	addressed	in	numbered	subsections.	Each	of	these	thematic	subsections	
provides	a	summary	of	 the	main	findings	and	encourages	 readers	 to	 reflect	on	a	number	of	Talking	Points.	
Signposts	to	further	reading	are	included	in	each	subsection.





amenities	which	are	customary,	or	are	at	 least	widely	encouraged	and	approved,	 in	societies	 in	which	 they	




poverty per se, on the understanding that the local authority and the CPP are working with this current measure.
It	is	important	to	distinguish	child	poverty	from	other	concerns	such	as	inequality,	wellbeing,	area	deprivation,	
social	mobility,	social	justice	and	social	exclusion.	While	these	are	related	to	child	poverty	they	are	not	the	same	







child	 poverty,	 education,	 childcare	 and	 lone	 parenthood.	 There	 are	 also	 many	 high	 quality	 research	 and	
research	outputs	from	non-governmental	organisations	(NGOs)	working	in	the	field	of	poverty,	children	and	
child	poverty	specifically.
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Please see Appendix 8.2 for a detailed account of how the evidence was chosen for this review.
5. Findings: The causes and consequences of child poverty





drug or other substance use is the main cause of child poverty in Scotland in 2014’ (McKendrick et al, 2016: 68). 
Having	a	better	understanding	of	the	causes	of	child	poverty	would	enable	the	local	authority	and	the	CPP	to	
identify	early	signs	that	indicate	a	heightened	risk	of	poverty,	and	reduce	stigma	for	those	living	in	poverty.
Causes of child poverty
Child	poverty	is	caused	by	a	complex	blend	of	structural	issues	relating	to	macro-economic,	political,	social	and	
individual factors. Macro-economic factors, such as the structure of the labour market, the housing market, 
low	pay,	 irregular	hours	and	insecure	employment	cause	child	poverty.	Political	factors,	such	as	the	level	of	
social security payments and the recent social security cuts for families both in and out of work, are another 
















Consequences of child poverty
The consequences or impacts of child poverty start before birth and accumulate across the life course. 
Poverty	has	negative	impacts	on	children’s	health,	cognitive	development,	social,	emotional	and	behavioural	
development,	 friendships,	 self-esteem,	 relationships,	 experience	 of	 education,	 educational	 outcomes	 and	
access to employment, amongst other areas (Treanor, 2012). Poverty does not just impact on children’s future 
outcomes.	Poverty	has	detrimental	effects	on	children	during	childhood	itself,	providing	a	compelling	case	for	
action	to	address	it.	
The	consequences	of	 living	 in	poverty	 include	social	exclusion,	social	divisions,	 stigma,	blame	and	 isolation,	
and its impacts extend beyond those living in poverty to their families and the wider community (Asenova et 
al,	2015).	These	consequences	often	arise	from	the	misunderstandings	about	the	causes	of	poverty	and	are	
exacerbated by the messages coming from the UK government and the media. Those struggling to make ends 
meet	find	themselves	stigmatised	with	unhelpful	(and	usually	incorrect)	personal	characteristics	attributed	to	
them.	Where	children	are	 involved,	 this	extends	 to	people’s	perceived	ability	 to	be	a	 ‘good’	parent	and	 so	
children	are	also	stigmatised	and	made	to	feel	shame.
4What Works Scotland Evidence Review: 





poorer mental and physical health (Harris et al, 2009, JRF, 2016). 





2015), high-quality schools and health services, strong community groups, and their own resilience and 
parenting	skills	(JRF,	2016:	31).	
To	 mitigate	 the	 impacts	 of	 poverty	 parents	 routinely	 sacrifice	 their	 own	 wellbeing	 to	 protect	 children	 by	









2016). Despite public belief, these are a minority of cases (approximately 3% of all people living in poverty), 
however,	where	 these	 issues	do	occur	 they	have	highly	devastating	 consequences	 for	 children	and	 require	
dedicated and specialised input from services. While the local authority and the CPP can keep these issues in 
mind, they are outwith the remit of this review.
A	recent	consequence	of	poverty	 is	 the	dramatic	 increase	 in	the	use	of	emergency	food	aid,	 in	the	form	of	
foodbanks.	 The	 use	 of	 foodbanks	 is	 directly	 associated	with	 problems	with	 the	 benefits	 system	 including:	
maladministration,	 errors,	 delays,	 cuts,	 benefit	withdrawal	 due	 to	 eligibility	 changes,	 and	benefit	 sanctions	
(Perry et al, 2015). The use of foodbanks, and diversion from foodbanks back into statutory services where 
appropriate,	e.g.	the	Scottish	Welfare	Fund,	is	something	the	CPP	could	influence.
Key findings on the causes and consequences of child poverty
•	 A	widespread	misunderstanding	 of	 the	 causes	 and	 consequences	 of	 child	 poverty	 exists	 among	
policy	makers,	practitioners,	the	media	and	the	general	public.
•	 There	are	particular	groups	of	children	that	are	more	at	risk	of	and	often	more	severely	affected	by	
poverty, who require greater support. For example, disabled children, children who are carers or 
who have a parent in prison, asylum seeker/refugee children and traveller/gypsy children.
•	 Poverty	 has	 negative	 impacts	 on	 children’s	 health;	 cognitive,	 social,	 emotional	 and	 behavioural	
development;	 friendships;	 self-esteem;	 relationships;	 experience	 of	 education;	 educational	
outcomes and access to employment.
•	 Good	parenting	is	achieved	in	families	regardless	of	income,	but	the	experience	of	poverty	creates	
greater	challenges	that	families	overcome	by	employing	skills	such	as	expertise	in	budgeting,	and	
drawing	 on	 support	 from	 friends,	 family,	 strong	 community	 groups,	 education	 and	 healthcare	
services.
•	 To	 mitigate	 the	 impacts	 of	 poverty	 parents	 routinely	 sacrifice	 their	 own	 wellbeing	 to	 protect	
children.	Children	are	also	active	in	mitigating	poverty	by	restricting	their	activities	to	save	money	
and support the care of younger siblings.
5What Works Scotland Evidence Review: 
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5.2 South Ayrshire’s place in the wider policy context






shows that the experience of poverty varies according to where people live. This is due to the access their 
particular	neighbourhood	provides	to	employment	and	to	services	such	as	education,	transport,	housing	and	
childcare,	amongst	others	(JRF,	2016:	14).	It	is	important	to	remember	that:
“A local authority’s role as an employer, carer, corporate parent, landlord, educator, community leader 
and	funder	places	 it	at	the	heart	of	 its	community.	 In	many	cases,	 it	 remains	the	first	port	of	call	 for	







with children (HM Treasury, 2015: 36). This is just one of many reforms that will reduce income to families – 
please	see	http://www.cpag.org.uk/Scotland/factsheets	 for	a	 full	 list.	Also	 important	 to	child	poverty	 is	 the	
abolition	of	the	Child	Poverty	Act	2010	by	the	UK	Government	under	the	Welfare	Reform	and	Work	Act	2016.	






Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 and Children and Young People (Scotland) Act 2014.
6. Findings: Mitigating and preventing child poverty
6.1 General advice
It	is	important	to	have	set	out	the	main	causes	and	consequences	of	child	poverty	to	ensure	that	this	review	
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Financial	 vulnerability,	 income	 insecurity	 and	 income	maximisation	are	 facets	of	 a	 theme	 that	 is	 extremely	














level of achievement of children” (Cooper and Stewart, 2013). 
4.	 Including	income	maximisation	as	a	theme	allows	South	Ayrshire	to	identify	those	at	risk	of	poverty	and	to	
take	preventative	action,	as	well	as	mitigating	against	already	existing	poverty.
5.	 Income	that	 is	maximised	from	external	sources,	e.g.	national	welfare,	 is	brought	 into	the	local	area	and	
spent locally.
Increasing uptake of benefit entitlements
It	 is	argued	that,	due	to	certain	political	beliefs,	benefit	rates	are	kept	at	poverty	 levels	as	a	disincentive	to	












women means that these young women may struggle to eat healthily during pregnancy, which causes great 
concern for children’s prenatal and perinatal development (JRF, 2016: 104). 
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Even	 for	 families	 that	 are	working,	 the	 situation	 is	 somewhat	 grim.	Despite	 the	 projected	 increases	 in	 the	
National	Living	Wage	(NLW)	and	the	rising	personal	tax	allowance,	planned	changes	to	Universal	Credit	in	2020	
will mean that lone parent families are likely to drop into poverty even when they work full-time	on	the	NLW	
(JRF,	2016,	emphasis	added).	Additionally,	 in	working	families	the	parent	has	to	be	aged	25	years	or	over	to	
benefit	from	the	greatest	increases	in	the	UK	Government’s	NLW.
Many	 changes	 to	 the	 benefit	 system	 have	 already	
completed	with	 still	more	 to	 come.	 Between	 2010	 and	
2015, due to the change in the index used to decide 
benefit	levels	and	the	10%	increase	in	the	cost	of	living,	
low	 income	 Scottish	 households	 are	 estimated	 to	 have	
lost	£230	million	per	year	(McCulloch,	2016).	Yet	benefits	
are being frozen for four years from April 2016, which 
will further exacerbate the disparity in the cost of living 




A	 further	 concern	 is	 the	 under-claiming	 of	 benefits.	

















There	 are	 alternative	 ideas	 to	 the	 current	 system	 of	 benefits,	 especially	 means-tested	 benefits,	 gaining	
popularity	across	Western	society.	For	example,	 the	 ‘basic	 income’,	which	provides	every	citizen	universally	
with	a	minimum	income,	without	conditions	or	responsibilities	and	which	will	not	be	withdrawn	in	line	with	
earnings	has	gained	 support	 from	across	 the	political	 spectrum.	Those	on	 the	 left	believe	 it	will	 “eliminate	
poverty and liberate people stuck in dead-end workfare jobs” while those on the right, believe “it could slash 




One	means	of	maximising	 incomes	 is	 to	 facilitate	access	 to	money/benefit	advice	and	 support.	Advice	and	
support can be made “more accessible when embedded in services that people in poverty already use, for 
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being	 undertaken	when	 families	 apply	 for	Healthy	 Start	 vouchers.	 This	 has	 produced	 high	 financial	
returns for local families. Fife CPP already have such a service which provides money management 
and	advice,	 referral	 to	 specialist	 support	 services,	financial	 support	 for	purchasing	energy	vouchers	
and goods, and easy access and support to apply for free school meals and clothing grants (Fairer Fife 




to promote inclusion and equality through advice, assistance and advocacy”3. This includes providing advice on 
energy,	money,	debt,	housing	and	benefits,	as	well	as	running	a	‘Money	Week’	which	hosts	events	on	family	
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Case study - Healthier, Wealthier Children project
Healthier,	Wealthier	Children	(HWC)	is	an	initiative	that	developed	new	approaches	to	providing	money	
and welfare advice to pregnant women and families with young children experiencing, or at risk of, child 
poverty	across	NHS	Greater	Glasgow	and	Clyde	(NHSGGC).	It	involved	a	range	of	partners	including	the	
NHS,	Glasgow	City	Council,	other	council	partners,	money/welfare	advice	organisations	and	the	voluntary	
sector	 generally.	 HWC	was	 primarily	 located	within	 the	 frontline	NHS	 early	 years	workforce,	 such	 as	
midwives	and	health	visitors,	and	local	money/welfare	advice	services.	Health	staff	identified	the	need	for	




Families	also	 received	additional	gains,	 such	as	help	and	support	with	childcare,	housing,	 charitable	
applications,	 advocacy,	 accessing	 cheaper	 utility	 options,	 immigration	 and	 social	 work	 issues,	 and	


























Evidence suggests that the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) is causing extended delays, errors and 
maladministration	in	the	benefit	system	and	that	many	sanctions	are	due	to	their	own	poor	quality	of	systems	
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analysis shows that more than half of all moves into or out of poverty for children are associated with changes 
in	earnings	as	a	result	of	parents	leaving	or	entering	a	job	(MacInnes	et	al,	2015).	In	comparison,	changes	to	
family	structure	were	responsible	for	just	14%	of	children	entering	into	poverty	(MacInnes	et	al,	2015).	
Low pay is a problem in Scotland with 19% of, or 444,100, employees in Scotland earning less than the living 
wage	in	2014	(McKendrick	et	al,	2016).	Additionally	while	there	may	have	been	an	increase	in	employment	level	
since the last recession, there are higher numbers of people on zero hours contracts (McKendrick et al, 2016). 
A new facet of in-work poverty is the rise in self-employment. There is evidence to suggest that “these newly 





Concerns about the 
impact on mental 
and physical health 
Not	enough	money	











to become involved with 
sanctioned	families
Negative	impact	on	children’s	
social care services – having 
to focus on securing food, 
heat etc. for families rather 
than	their	core	functions
Being unable to access 
other services, e.g. health, 
due to lack of money




12 and 22 payments
Increased	food	
bank use in the UK
(McCulloch,	2016;	Perry	et	al,	2015)
Not	having	the	money	to	
travel for hardship funds
(Source	CPAG,	2015,	except	stated)
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wage is to be paid and no zero hours contracts are to be used, encouraging employers to provide secure and 
regular hours.
•	 Discourage	the	use	of	zero	hours	contracts.	Zero	hours	contracts	have	been	banned	in	New	Zealand	(Ainge	

























range of services into one place:
Poverty premium
The poverty premium is where low-income households pay more for the same goods and services than others 
do because of the payment methods available to them (Harris et al, 2009). The poverty premium can add as 
much	as	£1000	per	annum	or	approximately	10%	of	annual	income	to	a	low-income	household	(JRF,	2016;	Harris	




(JRF, 2016: 169) 
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. Scottish Welfare Fund
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There are steps that South Ayrshire CPP can take to help reduce the poverty premium for local people:
•	 Provide	help	in	switching	utility	providers	and	accessing	energy-efficiency	programmes	(JRF,	2016).
•	 Provide	help	in	accessing	insurance	companies	that	offer	insurance	to	social	housing	tenants	(JRF,	2016).
•	 The	 Joseph	 Rowntree	 Foundation	 notes	 that	 “local	 authorities	 and	 housing	 providers	 have	 also	 begun	
entering markets, for example purchasing energy from the wholesale market or partner suppliers to become 
energy	providers,	or	developing	local	electricity	generation	capacity”	(JRF,	2016:	57).
•	 Create	or	tap	into	a	local	credit	union	to	encourage	savings	and	to	allow	access	to	cheaper	borrowing	(see	
for example Scotcash5 and Fair for You6).
•	 Work	 with	 businesses	 to	 encourage	 them	 to	 provide	 a	 no-interest	 loans	 scheme	 similar	 to	 the	 Good	











tenants (Fairer Fife Commission, 2015). 
These	are	initiatives	that	could	be	replicated	in	South	Ayrshire,	taking	into	account	any	learning	Fife	has	made	
in the process.







 outreach service such as the Healthier Wealthier Children project, and/or having a dedicated 
 money and employment hub. 
•	 Employment	is	no	longer	a	guaranteed	route	out	of	poverty	with	two	thirds	of	children	in	poverty		
	 living	in	a	family	where	at	least	one	parent	works.	However,	secure,	well-paying	employment	is	still		
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Further reading  
•		 CPAG	Scotland	(2015c)	‘Early Warning System findings on the impacts of benefit sanctions:   
 Implications for policy and practice in Scotland’ 
•		 Fairer	Fife	Commission	(2015)	Fairness Matters, Fife: Fairer Fife Commission
•		 Kelly,	P.	(2016)	Fair	work	and	poverty	reduction.	In	McKendrick	et	al	(Eds.)	Poverty in Scotland  





Education	 is	 critical	 to	 mitigating	 the	 effects	 of	 poverty,	 but	 inclusion	 in	 the	 education	 system	 is	 socially	
patterned,	privileges	the	middle	classes	and	brings	with	it	costs	that	are	often	unseen	and	poorly	understood	
by educators but keenly felt by children and families living in poverty. This is a vast topic so it is discussed 
under	sub-themes	where	the	CPP	can	affect	greatest	change:	poverty-proofing	the	school	day	and	parental	
engagement.





they	 are	 disadvantaged	on	multiple	 levels,	 not	 just	 in	 their	 lack	 of	 full	 participation	with	 their	 peer	 group.	
Children report feelings of shame, anxiety and anger due to the costs of the school day and may adopt strategies 
like	non-attendance	(Horgan,	2007).
For	 parents,	 the	 first	 problem	 associated	 with	 school	 trips	 is	 that	 for	 those	 on	 out-of-work	 benefits	 they	
are	usually	 subsidised	but	not	 free	 and	 for	 those	on	 in-work	benefits	 there	 is	 no	 reduction	at	 all	 (Treanor,	
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The costs that poorer parents face during school holidays is a growing problem (Butcher, 2015). Families report 
finding	difficulty	with	feeding	children	out	with	term	time,	particularly	those	families	who	receive	free	school	
meals;	difficulty	in	finding	work-hours	childcare;	and	guilt	that	they	are	unable	to	give	their	children	the	treats,	
trips and experiences that other children enjoy during school holidays (Butcher, 2015).
There	 is	now	a	substantial	body	of	evidence	in	Scotland	on	the	costs	of	the	school	day	and	the	Educational	
Institute	of	Scotland	 (EIS)	 recently	 issued	guidance	 to	 its	members	on	how	to	 reduce	costs	associated	with	
‘school	 uniforms,	 equipment	 and	 resources,	 homework,	 school	 trips,	 and	 charity	 and	 fundraising	 events’	
(Bradley,	2016).	In	collaboration	with	the	author	of	this	report,	CPAG	Scotland	and	the	EIS	recently	produced	a	
film	called	‘School	Costs’7 to highlight the experiences of children and families living in poverty. 
The	primary	mode	of	 reducing	school	costs	 is	 to	provide	teachers	with	high	quality	continuing	professional	
development	on	the	nature,	causes	and	consequences	of	poverty,	such	as	the	recent	initiative	by	the	City	of	
Edinburgh Council’s 1 in 5 project8.	Additional	initiatives	include	Glasgow’s	the	Cost	of	the	School	Day	project	
and	the	NHS	Health	Scotland	child	poverty	module	mentioned	on	page	6.







are targeted at children living in poverty, whereas in other areas there is universal provision with a sliding scale 





in the fact that to qualify applicants have to demonstrate that their own income is below a threshold level, 
which	can	make	people	feel	they	have	failed	in	a	society	that	values	self-sufficiency	and	individual	responsibility	
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for	eligibility	 into	the	service.	The	study	discovered	that	families	 from	the	area	of	 lower	deprivation	







Presently,	 many	 CPPs	 use	 the	 Scottish	 Index	 of	 Multiple	 Deprivation	
(SIMD)	 to	 target	 educational	 and	 other	 poverty	 prevention	 and	
mitigation	 services.	 However,	 approximately	 50%	of	 children	 living	 in	
poverty	live	in	a	low	SIMD	area,	meaning	that	services	using	the	SIMD	
threshold	for	targeting	will	not	reach	50%	of	children	living	in	poverty.	
This is the case for South Ayrshire. 
•	 This	report	recommends	using	SIMD	in	addition	to	eligibility	for	the	















tie	 in	with	other	 initiatives	the	CPP	may	wish	to	embed	 in	schools,	e.g.	 income	maximisation.	As	previously	










in poverty in a 
high SIMD area
Children living 
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clubs, wear your own clothes day.
•	 Schools	can	consider	an	end	of	year	activity	that	is	of	minimal	cost	to	parents,	rather	than	school	proms	
which can be expensive for parents.
•	 Implement	breakfast	and	holiday	clubs	on	a	sliding	scale	of	fees	that	are	available	to	all	pupils,	but	free	to	








Key findings on education
•	 The	cost	of	schooling	has	a	corrosive	effect	on	children	and	young	people’s	ability	to	engage	as	full		
 members of the school community.
•	 Children’s	participation	in	school	and	out-of-school	activities	and	trips	is	beneficial	to	their	learning		










•		 Spencer,	S.	(2015).	The Cost of the School Day.	Glasgow,	Child	Poverty	Action	Group	in	Scotland.		
	 Available	at	http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/cost-school-day-report-and-executive-summary
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the free childcare provision proved by the public sector. This is usually in school nurseries which have shorter 
days	and	a	lack	of	flexibility	in	the	hours	provided,	although	it	is	generally	of	higher	quality	than	private	and	
voluntary	 sector	nurseries.	 The	 second	problem	 identified	 is	 that,	excluding	 the	public	 sector	 school-based	
provision,	the	quality	of	childcare	is	not	sufficient	to	support	child	development.	The	third	is	that	state	support	
for childcare costs is poorly targeted, poor value for money and does not provide support for up-front costs.  
In	 Scotland	 there	 is	 an	 additional	 problem	 of	 availability	 of	 childcare:	
Only	15%	of	local	authorities	were	found	to	have	sufficient	childcare	in	
2015	 for	 parents	who	worked	 full-time	 (CCR,	 2015).	 This	 compares	 to	
a	 figure	 of	 43%	 in	 England.	 Also,	 25%	 of	 local	 authorities	 in	 Scotland	
reported	that	they	could	not	estimate	the	extent	to	which	a	gap	existed	
in childcare provision as they had no relevant data on childcare in their 
area (CCR, 2015: 24). The cost of childcare and its lack of availability is 
having a detrimental impact of the ability of families, especially poorer 
families,	to	work	or	take	up	educational	and	training	opportunities.	Save	
the Children (2011: 1) found that, in Scotland, 25% of parents in severe 
poverty had given up work, 33% had turned down a job, and 25% had 
not	been	able	to	take	up	education	or	training,	all	because	of	difficulties	
in accessing childcare. Scotland also has some of the most expensive 
childcare in the UK, which already has the most expensive childcare in the 




















of local authorities 
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Examples	of	 good	practice	 from	Scotland	 include:	One	Parent	Families	Scotland	offers	high	quality	
registered	childcare	services	in	Dundee	and	the	East	of	Scotland,	‘in	the	child’s	own	home,	7	days	a	










(including holiday provision) and that meets the needs of children (especially those in large families), is one of 
the main barriers to parents, again especially lone parents, being able to take up work (CCR, 2015). While much 
of	the	overarching	structure	of	childcare	operates	at	the	level	of	the	Scottish	government,	CPPs	have	authority	











out of school hours care. 
•	 Work	in	partnership	with	voluntary	organisations,	such	as	Save	the	Children	and	One	Parent	Families	
Scotland, to provide local high-quality childcare to families living in poverty. 
•	 Develop	social	approaches	and	parent-led	childcare	in	communities	based	on	need	rather	than	ability	to	
pay market rates as other CPPs such as Fife aim to do.
•	 Initiate	breakfast	clubs	with	a	sliding	scale	of	fees	so	that	they	are	free	to	children	living	in	poverty.	Such	
provision,	while	focussed	on	the	nutrition	of	children,	would	usefully	double	up	as	a	childcare	provider	and	






One	 Parent	 Families	 Scotland	 argue	 that	 funding	 should	 shift	 from	 the	 demand	 side	 (parents	 through	 the	
tax credits system) to the supply side (childcare providers) so that they have guaranteed funding to provide 
childcare,	making	their	service	more	secure	and	encouraging	further	investment.	The	CPP	could	exert	influence	
up to central government to help develop this provision.
10	http://www.opfs.org.uk/service/flexible-childcare-services-dundee/	(accessed	10	October	2016)
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Throughout	all	the	suggestions	for	an	increase	in	the	availability	and	affordability	of	childcare	is	the	requirement	
to	maintain	quality	as	quantity	increases.	Scott	(2016:	179)	says	when	‘affordability becomes the main focus, 




















•		 Commission	for	Childcare	Reform	(2015)	Meeting Scotland’s Childcare Challenge. Edinburgh:  
 Commission for Childcare Reform 
•		 Save	the	Children	(2011)	Making work pay: the childcare trap. Save the Children: London
•		 Scott,	G.,	(2016)	Poverty	and	the	childcare	challenge.	In	McKendrick	et	al	(eds.)	Poverty in Scotland  














of the young lone unmarried mother, the average age of lone mothers in Scotland is 36 years old and they 
have	usually	previously	been	married	(McKendrick,	2016).	Furthermore,	in	Scotland	‘only	3%	of	lone	mothers	
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Lone	 parenthood	 itself	 does	 not	 cause	 poverty	 but	 ‘the	 way	 in	
which	 the	 labour	 market,	 taxation	 and	 welfare	 system	 operate	
in Scotland mean that lone parents are more likely to experience 
poverty’ (McKendrick, 2016: 99). Lone mothers are more likely to 
experience	 multiple	 disadvantages	 –	 the	 gender	 wage	 gap,	 low	
incomes,	poverty	and	material	deprivation,	and	unstable,	 low-paid,	
poor-quality employment, which have consequences for maternal 
and	child	wellbeing	(Treanor,	2016;	Millar	and	Ridge,	2013;	Ridge	and	
Millar, 2011). Children in lone parent households are at greater risk 
of experiencing poverty than children in two-parent households. 
In	 Scotland,	 41%	 of	 children	 in	 lone	 parent	 households	 are	 living	
in poverty compared to 24% of children in two-parent households 
(McKendrick, 2016: 99). However, when the lone parent works full-
time	the	poverty	risk	for	children	falls	to	20%	which	is	far	lower	than	
the 76% experienced by children in a couple household where neither parent works (McKendrick, 2016). Poverty 
is	not	an	inevitable	outcome	for	lone	parent	families	as	can	be	seen	by	the	experience	of	countries	with	better	
policies	to	support	lone	parents,	for	example	in	the	Nordic	countries	(OECD,	2011).




beyond the average of all children in Scotland (Treanor, 2016c). Therefore, the state of lone parenthood itself is 
not	necessarily	detrimental	to	child	wellbeing	or	developmental	outcomes	but	the	resulting	poverty,	material	
deprivation	and	social	exclusion	is.
In	 longitudinal	 research	on	 the	 impacts	of	 lone	mothers	work	experience	on	 their	 children,	 it	was	 found	
that	prior	to	mothers	gaining	employment,	children	experienced	severe	deprivation,	stigma	and	exclusion	
from	school	and	 leisure	activities	 (Ridge,	2009).	When	their	mothers	first	entered	work	 they	experienced	
a	welcome	increase	in	income	and	material	goods	and	increased	participation	in	the	life	of	the	school	and	
friends (Ridge, 2009).  However, it took the whole family to manage the long non-standard hours that mothers 
had to work, with children taking responsibility for household chores and caring for siblings in the absence 
of	affordable,	suitable	childcare	(Millar	and	Ridge,	2013;	Ridge,	2009).	Furthermore,	children	reported	being	
worried	about	how	tired	and	stressed	their	mothers	had	become	and	were	offering	emotional	support	to	
their mothers (Ridge, 2009). 
When mothers’ employment was unstable, insecure, low-paid and of low-quality they rotated between 
periods	of	employment	of	this	type	and	unemployment.	For	children,	this	led	to	‘the	loss	of	opportunity	and	
dwindling hopes of the improvement that work seemed to promise’ as well as a return to severely impoverished 
circumstances	at	each	transition	(Ridge,	2009:	507).		The	evidence	shows	that	stable	work	with	standard	hours	
has	a	positive	effect	on	both	mothers	and	children,	but	‘unstable	employment	transitions	can	threaten	well-
being and result in renewed poverty and disadvantage’ (Ridge, 2009: 504).
Lone	mothers’	employment	has	complex	impacts	on	mothers	themselves	as	well	as	on	their	children.	In	the	
1990s the rates of depression among lone mothers was higher than in any other group, including unemployed 
men, with 1 in 3 lone mothers being depressed (Harkness and Skipp, 2013). This rate was the same for lone 
mothers in and out of work. By the mid-2000s, rates of depression had fallen to the same rate as coupled 
mothers for lone mothers in work but had increased for those out of work (Harkness and Skipp, 2013). Harkness 
and	Skipp	(2013)	explored	this	phenomenon	and	concluded	that	supportive,	enabling	work	that	allowed	them	
to balance work and childcare was good for lone mothers’ mental health.
Lone mothers are more 
likely to experience multiple 
disadvantages – the gender 
wage gap, low incomes, poverty 
and material deprivation, 
and unstable, low-paid, poor-
quality employment, which have 
consequences for maternal and 
child wellbeing. Lone mothers 
are more likely to experience 
multiple disadvantages – the 
gender wage gap, low incomes, 
poverty and material 
11 www.growingupinscotland.org.uk
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Being	 able	 to	 balance	 work	 and	 childcare	 is	 the	 condition	 of	 employment	 that	 lone	mothers	 value	most.	




from April 2017 lone parents claiming universal credit will be expected to prepare for work when their youngest 
child	turns	two	and	to	look	for	work	when	their	youngest	child	turns	three	(CPAG,	2016c),	which	may	exacerbate	
issues for lone parents.
Irrespective	of	work	status,	 the	fact	that	 lone	mothers	experience	such	high	 levels	of	depression	and	other	






an	example	of	a	community	support	programme	for	 lone	mothers	called	 ‘Murton	Mams’	 in	County	





What the CPP can do to support lone parents:
•	 Address	their	deeper	levels	of	poverty	and	material	deprivation.	
•	 Support	lone	parents	into	stable	employment	that	enables	them	to	earn	a	decent	wage	at	a	time	that	is	












 impacts on children.
•	 The	key	aspect	of	employment	as	a	route	out	of	poverty	is	that	it	needs	to	allow	lone	parents	
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	 working	patterns	in	the	UK.	Social Policy and Society, 8 (04), pp. 503-513.
•		 Ridge	T,	and	Millar,	J.	(2011).	‘Following	families:	Working	lone-mother	families	and	their	children.’		
 Social Policy and Administration 45(1): 85-97.
•		 Treanor,	M.	(2016c).	‘Social	assets,	low	income	and	child	social,	emotional	and	behavioural		 	
 wellbeing.’ Families, Relationships and Societies 5(2): 209-228.
7. Conclusion





Truth Commission at the vanguard of this approach in Scotland (Armstrong-Walter, 2016: 209) and fairness 
commissions being employed locally. Where CPPs in other local authority areas are making progress towards 
overcoming	poverty,	they	include	local	residents	living	in	poverty	in	the	development,	delivery	and	evaluation	
of	local	solutions,	with	the	mantra	‘nothing	about	us	without	us	is	for	us’	(Armstrong-Walter,	2016:	209).
Universal vs targeted services
Careful	 consideration	 should	 be	 given	 to	 the	 issue	 of	 universal	 versus	 targeted	 policies	 and	 towards	 the	
question	 of	mitigating	 or	 preventing	 poverty.	 There	 are	 arguments	 on	 both	 sides,	with	 universal	 services	
considered	more	efficient	and	cheaper	to	administer,	less	stigmatising	and	with	full	buy-in	from	wider	society.	
However,	an	argument	could	also	be	made	for	targeting	resources	at	those	who	are	most	in	need	so	as	not	
to fund those who could easily fund themselves. A more balanced approach is to use a blend of universal 
and	targeted	services,	depending	on	the	service	in	question.	Targeting	free	breakfast	clubs	at	the	poorest	is	
not considered the best use of resources when there could be a universal service with a sliding scale of fees 
that	would	encourage	wider	use,	double	up	as	pre-school	childcare	and	eliminate	the	stigma	of	having	to	be	
fed by the council. A service to build the social capital of lone parents living in poverty, however, should be 
targeted	in	order	to	reach	those	most	in	need	of	the	service.	By	considering	every	initiative	through	the	lens	
of	poverty-proofing,	minimising	stigma	and	maximising	engagement,	the	CPP	could	make	their	decisions	on	a	
case by case basis. A similar social impact tool could be used to assess the social impact of all council services 
(Hastings	et	al,	2015).
23
What Works Scotland Evidence Review: 
Actions to prevent and mitigate child poverty in South Ayrshire Community Planning Partnership
Services overview
With	 the	 Community	 Empowerment	 (Scotland)	 Act	 2015	 there	 are	 increased	 responsibilities	 for	 CPPs	 to	
reduce	socio-economic	inequalities.	Also,	the	2017	Child	Poverty	(Scotland)	Bill	places	a	requirement	on	local	
authorities	and	the	relevant	health	boards,	to	contribute	to	meeting	child	poverty	targets	by	reporting	on	the	




between poverty and the services it provides (Armstrong-Walter, 2016).
Prevention and mitigation
The	opportunity	 to	 identify	when	people	are	at	 risk	of,	or	have	 recently	 fallen	 into,	poverty	and	prevent	 it	
presents	 itself	 throughout	 the	 themes	 covered	 in	 this	 review.	 Poverty	 prevention	 and	 mitigation	 are	 not	
necessarily	different	approaches.	Through	income	maximisation	services,	particularly	those	delivered	pre-,	per-	
or	post-	pregnancy,	it	would	be	possible	to	identify	signs	of	financial	vulnerability	with	the	right	training	such	as	
that provided by Healthier Wealthier Children. 
Given	the	right	training,	such	as	the	poverty	proofing	being	undertaken	 in	Edinburgh	and	Glasgow,	and	the	
Child Poverty, Health and Wellbeing12	module	used	in	training	and	developed	by	NHS	Health	Scotland,	schools	
should	be	 able	 to	 recognise	 those	who	are	financially	 vulnerable.	 Signs	 include:	 being	 repeatedly	 late	with	
lunch	money;	missing	out	on	activities	such	as	active	schools	programmes	because	of	limited	resources	or	tight	
deadlines	for	payment;	missing	school	when	it	is	wear	your	own	clothes	day,	especially	where	this	bears	a	cost;	











Further reading  
•		 Hastings	A.,	Bailey	N.,	Bramley	G.,	Gannon	M,	Watkins	D.	(2015).	‘The cost of the cuts: a social  
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8. Appendices
8.1 About What Works Scotland
What Works Scotland (WWS) aims to improve the way local areas in Scotland use evidence to make decisions 
about public service development and reform. 









A further nine areas are working with us to enhance learning, comparison and sharing. We will also link with 
international	partners	to	effectively	compare	how	public	services	are	delivered	here	in	Scotland	and	elsewhere.	
During the programme, we will scale up and share more widely with all local authority areas across Scotland.












What Works Scotland is funded by the Economic and Social Research Council and the Scottish Government.
8.2 How the research was carried out
About the Evidence Bank for public service reform 
The	Evidence	Bank	provides	appraised,	accessible	and	action-oriented	reviews	of	existing	evidence	for	What	
Works	Scotland	(Morton	and	Seditas,	2016),	in	response	to	policy	and	practice-related	research	questions.	





the purpose of reviews, resources available, and the types of evidence and variety of sources that are drawn on 
in	addressing	policy	and	practice	research	questions,	the	Evidence	Bank	does	not	conduct	systematic	reviews	
or meta-analyses. The Evidence Bank review process is informed by a range of review methods including 
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systematic	 review,	 rapid	 realist	 review,	and	qualitative	 synthesis.	The	approach	aims	 to	balance	 robustness	
with	pragmatism	to	open	up	the	evidence	base	for	public	and	third	sector	services.	
Evidence reviews are peer reviewed13 by an academic expert and user-reviewed by an expert working in the 
relevant	field.
How evidence was gathered and reviewed:
The	evidence	review	process	follows	a	series	of	stages	in	which	the	review	team	identifies	gaps	in	knowledge	












a review of the abstracts of all the peer-reviewed papers by the academic expert. References were removed 
that	were	too	conceptual	in	nature,	that	had	a	different	geographical	scope,	that	had	a	particular	angle	to	the	
paper	(e.g.	the	gender	implications	of	welfare	reform),	or	that	pertained	to	areas	not	covered	by	the	scope	of	






for inclusion. This resulted in a long list of 94 resources from the grey literature14. These were reviewed and 
filtered	by	date	(post-2010),	geography	(Scotland	mainly)	and	subject	area.	This	filtering	process	resulted	in	a	
reduced list of grey literature of 56. 
After	a	discussion	on	which	key	themes	to	include	in	the	final	evidence	review,	the	number	of	resources	was	
reduced to 63: 4 books, 20 academic papers and 39 items of grey literature. 
The primary geographical focus is Scotland with a secondary focus on the rest of the UK. This is appropriate 
given	the	similar	 legislative	and	policy	contexts	of	Scotland	and	the	UK	and	the	 fact	 that	many	 factors	 that	
influence	child	poverty	were	previously	reserved	to	Westminster,	although	that	is	set	to	change	somewhat	with	
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Community Health / Journal of Family Psychology / Journal of Paediatrics and Child Health / The Journal 
of	Poverty	and	Social	 Justice	/	 Journal	of	Social	Policy	/	 Journal	of	The	Royal	Statistical	Society;	Series	A	
(Statistics	In	Society)	/	Journal	of	Youth	and	Adolescence	/	Longitudinal	and	Life	Course	Studies	/	Oxford	
Review	of	Education	/	Policy	and	Politics	 /	Primary	Health	Care	 /	Public	Health	Nutrition	/	Relationships	
&	Resources	 /	 Social	 Policy	 and	Administration	 /	 Social	 Psychiatry	 and	Psychiatric	 Epidemiology	 /	 Social	
Science	&	Medicine	 /	 Sociology	 /	The	Times	Educational	 Supplement	Scotland	 /	 International	Review	of	
Education	/	Economical
Key words:	Searches	were	conducted	using	combinations	of	words.
Child	poverty	 /	 low	 income	 famil*/	 SIMD	 /	 Scottish	 Index	of	Multiple	Deprivation	 /	 in	work	poverty	 /	 food	
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•	 Scottish	government	(+child	poverty,	sanctions,	welfare	reform,	benefits,	conditionality,	income	
maximisation)
The	 terms	 ‘child	 poverty’/‘poverty’/‘disadvantage’/	 ‘disadvantaged	 families/parents’/‘young	 people’/	 ‘poor	
parenting’	and	‘parenting’/‘parental	and	involvement	or	engagement	or	investment’/	‘low-income	children’	or	
‘parents’	or	‘families’/	‘child	outcomes’	[several	types	indicated]/‘family	income’,	‘adverse/adversity’,	‘hardship’,	
‘income’,	 ‘cuts’,	 ‘benefits’,	 ‘deprived’,	 ’(material)	deprivation’	were	used	consistently	throughout.	Other	 less-
frequent	terms	such	as	‘wellbeing’/‘aspirations’/	‘home-learning	environment’/‘policy	technology’/	‘inequality	
and	 austerity’/‘early	 years’/‘risk’	 were	 also	 used	 consistently	 throughout.	 Lower	 frequency	 terms	 such	 as	
‘poverty	 sensitivity’/	 ‘food	 poverty’/‘free-meal	 take-up’	were	 also	 used	 consistently	 throughout.	 Poverty	 is	
described	 in	many	 different	ways	 as	 persistent’/‘relative’/‘continuous’/‘cumulative’/	 ‘absolute’	 but	 this	 is	 in	
keeping	with	the	still	official	quadripartite	measure	of	child	poverty.	The	terms	used	in	the	grey	literature	were	
used	consistently	throughout	and	are	the	same	as	the	ones	used	in	the	academic	literature.	‘Devolved	powers’,	
‘cost	 of	 school	 holidays’,	 ‘the	under-fives’	 and	 ‘destitution’	 appear	 here	 as	 new	additions	 compared	 to	 the	
academic literature.





Academic fields Academic literature Grey literature
Sociology 9 0
Social Policy 6 4
Social Work 5 7
Psychology 3 0
Health 6 0






Childhood Studies 4 20





Literature published in peer review journals was judged as having met the quality threshold, though papers 
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Inclusion and exclusion criteria: 
Included	geographies:	UK,	Scotland,	England,	Wales,	Northern	Ireland	and	the	Republic	of	Ireland.
Data extraction and recording: 
Data recording: Data included in the evidence review was recorded in an evidence log. 
Data extraction:	a	standardised	data	extraction	template	was	used	to	summarise	study/publication	features,	
link	findings	with	research	questions,	and	capture	any	other	relevant	themes	or	quality	issues	arising.	
Relevance checking: feedback was sought from the South Ayrshire Council, as needed, to ensure relevance and 
accessibility. 
Dates of searches: the	review	was	conducted	between	the	months	of	July	and	October	2016.
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